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1. This Office Action is the answer for the response received on 5/16/2005. Claims 1-6, 9- 
11, and 14-16, 21-22 are pending (claims 21-22 are new). 

Drawings 

2. The examiner acknowledges a replacement of formal drawing of Fig. 1 on 5/1 8/2005 . 

Response 

3. The examiner respectfully submits new groimd of rejection herein and makes this Office 
Action Non-Final; the arguments on previous groxmd based on primary reference of ActiveX by 
Microsoft are moot. 

It is submitted that BROAD claim 1, as best interpretation, is read as: 

A. As original independent Claim 1 : A method for transferring data over a network, wherein a 
client computer performs: 

downloading and displaying content from a server; 
downloading and displaying content fi-om another server; 
displaying those downloaded data; and 
commimicating downloaded data to the first server. 

Claimed limitations are obvious with Microsoft Corporation "How to write and use 
ActiveX control...", in view of Flexi International's article titled "Flexi Web Strategy Targets 
ActiveX First, Java Maybe"; the 2"^ downloading step is merely a repetition of a similar action 
as 1^^ step (only from different location); the communicating step is old and well-known for the 
benefit of acknowledgement of the reason to use data (e.g., to match with a particular related 
data from a different place). 

B. As amended independent Claim 9 : A system for transferring data on the Internet, comprising: 
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a server; 

a network interface allowing the second server to communicate with the client; 
program logic implemented in a computer readable memory capable of causing the 
second server to perform: 

(i) in response to a request, transmitting a first page to the client computer, 
wherein the first page activates a program in the client computer to cause the 
client computer to transmit transfer data to the second server, wherein the client 
computer accesses the transfer data fi-om a second page the client computer 
downloads and displays fi:om the first server, and wherein the program fixrther 
causes the client computer to display the transfer data from the second page with 
the content from the first page; and 

(ii) receiving the transfer data from the client computer. 

Please note the words "capable of following claimed program logic merely indicates a 
specific intent of use : therefore, as best interpretation, claim 9 becomes: A system for 
transferring data on the Intemet, comprising: 

a server; 

a network interface allowing the second server to communicate with the client; 

program logic implemented in a computer readable memory. 
The above claimed limitations are suggested by Microsoft Corporation "How to write and use 
ActiveX control...", in view of Flexi hitemationars article titled "Flexi Web Strategy Targets 
ActiveX First, Java Maybe". 
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C. As amended independent claim 14 : A computer readable medium including a program, and a 
first page including content and codes to activate a program, wherein that first page causes the 
client computer to perform: 

displaying content of that first page; 

activating the program to cause transferring data; downloading data, and displaying data, 
and wherein the program further causes the client computer to display transferred data. 
The above claimed limitations are suggested by Microsoft Corporation "How to write and use 
ActiveX control, . .", in view of Flexi Intemational's article titled "Flexi Web Strategy Targets 
ActiveX First, Java Maybe". 

D. As newly-added independent Claim 21 : A system for communication between servers, 
comprising: 

- a first program for: 

(i) displaying contents; 

(ii) displaying another content and 

- a different program for: 

(i) read transferred data (i.e., access that another content; 

(ii) display . . . 

there was a new ground of rejection in the Official Action mailed on 2/14/2005 (these are 
obviousness rejections with the addition of Official Notices in the statutory bases). Based on the 
admission in the specification, the examiner respectfully submits that the claimed concept 
already existed: 'To find the current price when the transaction occurs, the consumer would 
have to access the centralized exchange to determine the real-time price when the transaction, 
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e.g., sale or purchase, was executed' (see the Description of the Related Art, page 1, lines 18- 
21); and 

Consumer Report Magazine or Consumer Digest Magazine have made consumers 
confident about the fairness of the price they are being charged for product whether a purchase is 
online or "a regular purchase'' as in Description of the Related Art portion (see the specification, 
page 2, lines 5-6); therefore, this claimed invention is old and well-known (the information of 
"merging" a price/a document (1^^ source) to another document (2"^ source) is a well-known 
technique of computer OLE (Object-linking & embedding) - please note that pending claims are 
VERY BROAD that read-on cited references (the specification shows a specific application of 
merging a price from an agent into a different airliner's webpage (see invention, Fig.3); however, 
the applicants BROADLY claim that "merging data" idea from 2 hitemet servers in many 
computer applications. 

4. In the response on 5/16/05, there was no challenge on the cited old and well-known 
practices (in the attached PTO-892) except a paragraph 4^^ (page 7 of 13 of the 5/16/2005 
amendment) ". . .However, although certain components of the technology used to implement the 
invention may be known, nowhere has the Examiner anywhere cited art that teaches, suggests or 
discloses the particular claim requirements and operations"; the examiner respectfiiUy submit 
that above cited paragraph does not make the appUcation patentable "because the cited art does 
not disclose"; the examiner provides exemplary examples of using those limitations in the art, 
and the ground of rejection on newly added claims 21-22. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
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The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office Action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 1-6, 9-lf, 14-16, and 21-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Santoro et al. (US Pat. 6,724,403). 

A. As newly-added independent Claim 21 : Santoro et al. suggest a system for communication 
between servers, comprising: 

- a first program (note: there is inherently an interface to receive a query fi:om another 
place) to: 

(i) displaying downloaded contents firom a source; 

(ii) displaying another downloaded content fi:'om another source; 

(for above parts (i) and (ii) see Santoro et al, the abstract; and Fig.l wherein Santoro 
et al. teach about simultaneously display of downloading information fi*om different 
sources). 

- Santoro et al. also use a different program/command to: 

(ii) displaying integrated contents (see Santoro et al. Fig.l); 

(i) using transferred data (i.e., accessing a content by activating a window/"hi-light" 
then clicking a link - e.g. "Top-Selling Electronics" - see Santoro et al. Fig.l); 
Santoro et al. do not expressly disclose a system to "transferring transfered data to a 
server" . 



Application/Control Number: 09/737,339 Page 7 

Art Unit: 3661 

However, the examiner respectfully submits that Santoro et al.'s ideas obviously 
comprising a program with a function to "transferring data to another place/server". The program 
having that claimed function of transferring /connecting/linking/communicating is suggested by 
Santoro et al. (see a connection line representing a communication between ref 100 of Fig. 2 and 
another external source - i.e., in Fig. 26, communications take place among "User/Client Device" 
2600 . "Server" 2600, and "3'^ party Web-Site" 2604). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention for 
using Santoro et al. ideas to explicitly disclosing about transferring transfered data to a server, 
the displaying them for the advantage of being able to send data to another place for viewing 
because Santoro et al.'s configuration is capable to handle such functions . 

B. As newly-added independent Claim 21 : Santoro et al. also suggest a system for 
conmiimication between servers, comprising: a location to store/retrieve transferred data (e.g., 
see Santoro et al., "Cache" 124 of Fig. 1). 

C. As original independent Claim 1 : A method for transferring data over a network, wherein a 
client computer performs: 

downloading and displaying content from a server; 
downloading and displaying content from another server; 
displaying those downloaded data; and 
conmiunicating downloaded data to the first server. 

As above interpretation, claim 1 is obvious with Santoro et al.'s ideas because every 
claimed limitations is similar to claim 21 's limitation (simultaneously down-loading multiple 
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sources, then displaying those data, and communicating among involved parties); therefore, 
similar rationales and reference (Santoro et al.) set forth are applied for an obvious rejection. 

D. As original dependent claims 2, 5, and 10 : Santoro et al. suggest a method for transferring 
data over a network, comprising: 

- writing (this is merely an act of downloading/recording) data to client's computer, and 
retrieving those data (from stored location in client's computer) later. 

The examiner submits that "User/Client Device" 2600 (see Santoro et al., Fig.26) 
comprises a computer being capable to perform this claimed function. 

E. As dependent claim 6 : The examiner respectfully submits that claim 6 is directed to a method 
of transferring data.; those data obviously contain programmed code to activate different sources 
(see Santoro et al., Fig.l, ref 40 - a cUent could activate a underlined code (i.e.. Technology 
stock data for a link to get detailed information). 

F. As independent claim 9 : The examiner respectfully submits that claim 9 "a second server" is 
analogous to a second source (i.e., "3'"* party Web-Site" 2604 of Fig. 26). 

Based on that interpretation, claim 9 is obvious with Santoro et al. because every claimed 
limitation is similar to a combination of limitations from analyzed claim 1 and claim 2; therefore, 
similar rationales and reference set forth are applied for an obvious rejection of claim 9. 
F. As for dependent claims 1 L and 16 : 

The rationale and reference for above rejection of claim 9 are incorporated. 

The examiner interprets claim 1 1 as a system having a capability of: 
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issues a request to download and display data (including data from the first server), 
and integrating downloaded data from multiple of sources (e.g., the program displays 
the transfer data with the content from the first page). 

Santoro et al. teach above ftinctions v^th "Initiate Section" 2500, "Display 
Datastreams" 2520, and "Render Grid" 2512 (see Santoro et al., Fig.25). 

G. As independent claim 14 : The examiner respectfully submits that claim 14 is directed to a 
"physical" storage device, having programs to perform claim 1 's limitations. 

Claim 14 has similar fimctions except "from the second server", the examiner considers a 
general source/website to represent for "from the first server", and "from the second server"; 
these different sources are obivously having similar characteristic of a web page. 

Based on that interpretation, claim 14 is obvious with Santoro et al. because every 
claimed limitation is similar to claim I's limitations; therefore, similar rationales and reference 
set forth are applied for an obvious rejection of claim 14. 

H. As for dependent claims 5, 10, and 15 : 

The rationale and reference for above rejection of claim 22 are incorporated. 

I. As for dependent claims 3-4 : 

The rationale and reference for above rejection of claim 1 are incorporated. 

Santoro et al. suggest a method for sending a command over a network, comprising 
fiindamental fimctions of communicating transfer data to another location: 

activating a source (e.g., a program from a website); then receiving user input/query at a 
website wherein a request to download and display obtained data is made (see Santoro et al. 
shows a structure & results in Fig. 26, and Fig.l); the content from the second server including 
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the transfer data (e.g., Santoro et al. show a structure in Fig.26 to exchange data from User/Client 
Device 2600 to S''* Party Website 2604; and between Server 2602 with 3'"* party Web-Site 2604); 

The examiner respectfully submits that limitation c) activating a second source/(a second 
program) to transfer data to a first source/(a first program) , and then displays the transfer data 
with other transferred contents is obviously suggested by a structural configuration of Santoro et 
al.. Fig. 26, and Fig.l's result 

Conclusion 

6. Claims 1-6, 9-11, 14-16, and 21-22 are not patentable. 

7. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to CUONG H. NGUYEN whose telephone number is 571-272- 
6759. The examiner can normally be reached on 9:00 am - 5:30 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are imsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, THOMAS G. BLACK can be reached on 571-272-6956. The Rightfax number for 
the organization where this application is assigned is 571-273-6759. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAJR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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Please provide support, with page and line numbers, for any amended or new claim in 
an effort to help advance prosecution; otherwise any new claim language that is introduced in 
an amended or new claim may be considered as new matter, especially if the Application is a 
Jumbo AppUcation. , 




CUONG^ H. NGUYEN 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 3661 



